"It . . . that" clauses can come anywhere in the sentence but are usually found at the beginning. Wherever they are found, they can be eliminated in their entirety or subtly altered. Clauses such as "it is clear that . . . " can become "clearly." "It is apparent that . . . " becomes "apparently." Again, we are saving words, which, over time, become pages.
Pet peeve number two is the use of conjunctions at the beginning of sentences. "However" is the most overused. "However, with elderly individuals . . . " easily becomes, "With elderly individuals, however, . . . " My favorite conjunction sin is the use of "but" at the beginning of sentences. I do it all the time.
Pet peeve number three is the use of the colonized title. Titles with colons send a variety of messages to the reader, depending upon the title. Some colonized titles are part of the tradition of the research discipline. Anthropology is notorious for colonized titles. The first half of the title is clever and catchy. The second half of the title is descriptive of the content. The following is an example from the Volume 18, Issue 4, of Medical Anthropology: "High on Illy: Monitoring an Emergent Drug Problem in Hartford, CT."
The reverse is also obvious. Sometimes an editor can look at the colonized title and recommend an edited version. The central purpose of a title is to capture the attention of the reader, inviting a further look at the content. An eye-catching title is terribly important in book sales, wherein attractiveness or attention-getting mechanisms improve sales. The same does not hold true in a research report. We all remember the title "Boys in White," although we may not remember the rest of the colonized title, "Student Culture in Medical School." What works well for books is not as imposing in articles. Can the above titles survive without the colon? Can they be rewritten to more clearly reflect the content of the subsequent article? When I was writing my first book with Marilynn Wood, the title was From Question to Proposal: Basic Steps in Planning Nursing Research. The publisher reversed the order, saying that the second half was more descriptive than the first. The title of the book became Basic Steps in Planning Nursing Research: From Question to Proposal. Later, another author wrote a different book with the title, From Proposal to Publication, capitalizing on the subtitle of my book.
While I am on the topic of editorial pet peeves, another one concerns the general lack of originality in research reports. Granted, every research report has requisite parts to it, such as samples and data analysis, with their requisite labels, however, there are parts that should not have a standardized label. Research articles would look silly if every one of them included "A Research Report" in the title. The title of the report reflects the content of the manuscript. Everyone knows it is supposed to be a research report, so the addition of that phrase is redundant. In the same way, entitling a section "Literature Review," "Theoretical Framework," or "Conceptual Framework" minimizes the importance and originality of the work. This is the section where the author can show off, be original, be creative, be scholarly, and be logical. This is the section where the author describes what the research is about, what the reasons are for doing the research, what literature forms the groundwork for the study, and so on. An appropriate, descriptive label for this section is as important as the title of the manuscript. Give this section a label, section head, or title that reflects the subsequent content. To label it "Literature Review" is to lose the impact of your work.
These are my pet peeves. Other editors have different ones. It helps to know the peeves held by the editor of the journal to which you are submitting a manuscript. Avoid them at the beginning of your submit/publish relationship and you will save yourself a lot of time.
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